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THE PARTIES 
1. Plaintiff LLOYD AGOO is an individual over the age of 18 and is a resident of the 


State of California. 

2: Defendant THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO (“Defendant” or “the 
City”) is a public entity doing business in the State of California. 

3. At all times relevant to the complaint, Plaintiff was employed and worked in 
Defendant’s Laguna Honda Hospital in San Francisco, California. 

4. The true names and capacities, whether individual, corporate, associate or otherwise 
of Does 1 through 50, inclusive, are unknown to Plaintiff. Plaintiff therefore sues such defendants 
by such fictitious names and will amend this complaint to insert their true names and capacities 
when ascertained. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that each such fictitiously 
named defendant is in some manner, means or degree, connected with the matters alleged and is 
liable to Plaintiff thereon. 

5 Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that at all times herein 
mentioned each of the defendants was the agent and/or employee of each of the remaining 
defendants and, in doing the things hereinafter alleged, was acting within the course and scope of 
such agency and/or employment. Defendants, and each of them, are the employers of the managers 
and supervisors herein complained of, and supervising over Plaintiff, and therefore Defendants, and 
each of them, are liable for the discriminatory and harassing acts conducted by their agents, 


employees and supervisors, under the theory of Respondeat Superior. 


JURISDICTION & VENUE 
6. The amount in controversy exceeds the minimum jurisdictional threshold of this 
Court. 
7. Jurisdiction is proper pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure § 410.10. 
8. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that most of the witnesses and 


evidence relevant to this case are located in San Francisco, California and at other locations in the 


State of California. 
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9. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that the relative costs and 
burdens to the parties herein favor the filing of this lawsuit in this Court. Defendant suffers no 
burden or hardship by having to defend this case in this Court. However, Plaintiff would suffer 
severe and undue burden and hardship if he was required to file in an alternative forum, if any such 
forum exists. Such burden and hardship on Plaintiff includes, but is not limited to, prohibitive 
monetary expenses for travel, obtaining counsel in a different venue and/or jurisdiction, increased 
expenses to investigate and obtain evidence and depose and interview witnesses. 

10. State policy favors jurisdiction and venue in the County of San Francisco, California 
because the State of California has a policy of protecting California residents and ensuring the 
applicability of applicable California laws. 

11. Venue is proper in this Court because the acts and events set forth in this Complaint 
occurred in whole or in part in the County of San Francisco, California. 


GENERAL FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS COMMON TO ALL CAUSES OF ACTION 


12. Plaintiff incorporates by reference the allegations set forth above as though fully 
restated herein. 
13. The City and County of San Francisco’s Laguna Honda Hospital is a general acute 


care hospital providing acute medical and rehabilitation services and skilled nursing services. The 
majority of resident care is funded by the federal Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Services (CMS) 

14. On April 14, 2022, CMS determined that Laguna Honda Hospital (LHH) had not 
complied with multiple federal safety requirements, including infection prevention and control and 
consistent medication dosing. As a result, CMS decertified LHH and terminated its Medicare and 
Medicaid payments to LHH. 

15. Federal regulators ordered LHH to discharge or transfer nearly 700 patients and close 
the facility by September 13, 2022. Unfortunately, the rushed deadline for involuntary transfers 
resulted in 12 patients’ deaths in the first few months of transfers. 

16. | CMS paused the transfer of residents in August of 2022. Eventually, City officials 


and federal regulators reached agreement to extend the moratorium through May 19, 2023, when 


3 
Plaintiff's Complaint for Damages 


The Law Office of Daniel Feder 
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 1019 San Francisco, CA 94104 


— 


A WwW N 


the hospital would be forced to implement a closure plan that involves assessing and discharging 
the facility’s more than 500 medically fragile patients in preparation for a possible closure. 

17. On April 4, 2023, Plaintiff Lloyd Agoo started working as a travel nurse for Laguna 
Honda Hospital through a contract with third party Maxim Healthcare Staffing. 

18. On April 27, 2023, Plaintiff was reassigned from his role as a Utilization 
Management Nurse to the team overseeing the closure of the Hospital. Plaintiff s focus would be 
on discharge planning. Specifically, Plaintiff would train and manage the discharge planners and 
staff to ensure compliance and patient safety during the mandatory mass transfer of patients. 

19. In the middle of this chaotic scene, one of the Nursing Directors resigned, leaving 
Plaintiff to take on Director-level work in addition to his own responsibilities. Plaintiff attended 
meetings with shareholders and others. This work was above his pay grade. 

20. On May 18, 2023, CMS granted Laguna Honda a reprieve until September 19, 2023 
to meet CMS’ recertification criteria. 

21. On October 6, 2023, Plaintiff resigned. But the Associate Nursing Home Administer 
Diltar Sidhu, and the Chief of Nursing, Terry Dendoni, refused to accept Plaintiff’ s resignation. 
Due to the CMS recertification process, Plaintiff s position as a utilization management nurse in 
the transfer process was critical, and had a significant impact on the recertification process. 

22. The Hospital offered Plaintiff a permanent position and a substantial raise, but he 
would have to work on a per diem basis while they parties processed his “new-hire” paperwork. 

23. Sidhu and Dentoni told Plaintiff the City would extend a job offer, and Plaintiff would 
be able to start working as a direct employee on October 27, 2023. 

24. Plaintiff continued to work through his agency as a contract nurse until he received 
the official job offer from the City and County of San Francisco. By October 27, 2023, Plaintiff 
had not received the written offer. 

25. On November 9, 2023, Plaintiff received an offer letter from the City and County of 
San Francisco, with a start date of November 27, 2024. 

26. Plaintiff s last day working under contract with his agency was November 10, 2023. 


Plaintiff told Sidhu and Dentoni he would not be able to work until November 27. Due to potential 
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disruption of the discharge process, the City and County moved his start date up to November 20, 
2023. 

27. On December 15, 2023, Plaintiffs direct supervisor, acting manager Aye Hnin, 
stepped down from her management role and returned to her prior job as a patient flow nurse. 
position. 

28. Without any increase in compensation or a new title, Plaintiff was assigned most of 
the work that Hnin was doing, including attending meetings and generating reports. His duties 
included facilitating discharge meetings; reviewing pre-discharge medical records and sending 
them to the City Attorney; developing and updating Admission and Discharge Policy and 
Procedure, and Standard Work instruction based on Title 22 and CMS; developing a presentation 
and facilitating training to RCT for the Skilled Nursing Level of Care and California Community 
Services; sending reminders and escalating incomplete documents to Leadership; updating 
executive narratives and Roland's data weekly; facilitating weekly meetings with DHCS, SFHP, 
and Anthem; updating the DoCC Leadership dashboard and all discharge trackers with weekly 
updates; validating UM Level of Care review; providing data as requested by ANHA and updating 
the executive dashboard weekly in preparation for executive weekly meetings; acting as Utilization 
Management consultant regarding Medicare process and Title 22. 

29. On December 27, 2023, Plaintiff emailed Nursing Director Maria Antoc and 
Assistant Nursing Home Administrator Diltar Sidhu, “Hi Diltar/Maria, I would like to request to 
return to my regular role and the job description that I applied for. .... I am uncomfortable with the 
old UM/MDS process due to the high amount of fraud and non-compliance with CMS 
regulations and Title 22. Furthermore, I am concerned when I am tasked to update policies and 
procedures as well as standard work instructions since I see so many gaps, and when I try to address 
them, I neither get feedback nor support from the leadership. Lastly, I would like to point out that 
this role is above my pay grade....” (emphasis added.) 

30. The next day, Plaintiff met with Sidhu, who asked him asked him to make a 
presentation about the process gap and fraud so that he could report it to the hospital administrator. 


31. On January 5, 2024, Plaintiff emailed Sidhu the case he created, again emphasizing 
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So OA NY A 


his concern about Medicare billing fraud. 


32: 


Under the heading, “Utilization Management Admission and Discharge process gaps 


for both Acute Medical and Skilled Nursing facility,” Plaintiff wrote the following: 


In 2023, we had a total of 115 Medicare re-admissions. 80% of them were covered 
under skilled observation and assessment. These were the residents who did not 
require daily skilled care but were covered for Medicare Part A for observation and 
assessment purposes. 


The current triple-check process is scheduled to occur monthly and involves 
participation from the A&E manager, billing department, MDS charge nurse, UM, 
ANHA, and Therapy Program Manager. However, no one from the Unit, or Nurse 
Manager is present in the monthly meeting. The meeting takes about 30 minutes, but 
with the current process, we are failing to meet the Medicare compliance and clinical 
eligibility requirements. 


The following are the gaps that have been identified in the current Medicare process: 


- Benefit periods are not being tracked. 

- UM nurses who handle the admission process are not trained in PDPM 
(PAYMENT SYSTEM FOR REIMBURSEMENT FOR MEDICARE) 

- UM nurses who set the ARD are not trained in the MDS process. 

- There is a lack of education and support. 

- Medicare is being billed inaccurately. 


Here is one example of the many (Medicare) fraud cases I have encountered: 


33. 


An S6 resident has been living in LHH for an extended period, specifically 
since 2010. The resident became eligible for Medicare in 2013. However, no 
records were found from 2010 to 2018 due to the transition from paper charts 
to the Epic system. Since 2018, the resident has had wounds and a suprapubic 
catheter, and LHH has been billing Medicare for these. Unfortunately, the 
wounds have still not healed, and the catheter has never been removed. This 
leads to the assumption that the resident has exhausted the 100-day benefit 
coverage since they have never left LHH for more than 60 days. However, 
there is no tracker system or software in place to track the benefit coverage, 
and the process is unstreamlined. As a result, the resident continues to remain 
under skilled care. 


Plaintiff recommended stronger safeguards to avoid over-billing and Medicare Fraud. 


He emphasized the importance of using the “Triple Check” process to ensure accurately and timely 


billing. He stated the purpose of the Triple Check process was to ensure that Medicare is billed 


accurately and in a timely manner. The process requires claims to be reviewed for accuracy by the 
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clinical team, therapy, and the business office prior to transmission. 

34. Plaintiff added that the hospital was “also facing fraud issues in our acute setting, 
covering non-medically necessary acute admission.” 

35. On January 17, 2024, Plaintiff had not received any response from Sidhu, so he asked 
for a meeting with Nursing Director, Maria Antoc. During the meeting, he reiterated his concerns 
about not receiving support from the leadership, being assigned tasks beyond his pay grade, and his 
desire to return to a regular UM position. Antoc asked Plaintiff to list all of his current assignments. 
Plaintiff sent Antoc a list, but did not receive any response. 

36. On January 23, 2024, Plaintiff sent an email to the Chief Medicine Officer Neda 
Ratanawongsa, Medical Director Albert Lam, Chief Quality Officer Nawzaneen Talai, Sidhu, and 
Antoc about possible fraud activities and process gaps in 2023. 

37. On January 24, 2024, Plaintiff sent another email to the list of LLH UM’s, (DPH- 
LHH-NSG UM DPH-LHH-NSG-UM@sfdph.org,) Aye Hnin, Sidhu, Janet Gillen, and Maria 
Roella regarding a San Francisco Health Plan authorization issue. 

38. In that email, Plaintiff again warned that the Hospital was committing billing fraud: 
“Hello UMs, We received feedback from SFHP indicating incorrect coding in the authorization 
request. This is a crucial part of our discharge planning and appeal process. If we mistakenly inform 
a Resident that they no longer qualify for Skilled Nursing level of Care, but they still receive 
authorization from the health plan, it can cause significant problems. One of our biggest concerns 
is that if they file an appeal and we lose because of an incorrect authorization request, it can lead to 
serious consequences. Therefore, please ensure that the data entered into the request form is 
accurate. This is an example of fraud that could potentially cause issues in the future. See sample 
below. These Residents are independent, ambulatory and bowel and bladder continent.” 

39. This was followed copies of two “sample” fraudulent certifications. Both certified 
the patients were wheelchair-bound, and needed maximum help with all activities of daily life, and 
one of the two patients was also certified to be bowel and bladder incontinent. Again, these 
residents were independent, ambulatory, and bowel and bladder continent. To put it more 


succinctly, Plaintiff sent the entire management team two sample medical certifications clearly 
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showing fraud, which enabled LHH to bill the government for unnecessary and/or non-existent 
patient care services. On January 30, 2024, Plaintiff sent another email to the same distribution list 


stating: 

From my UM and case management perspective, we have a patient who has 
been in the PMA unit for 26 days now and is not meeting the criteria for acute 
inpatient stay. I am wondering if anyone has reached out to the family or 
representative to consider other discharge options, such as hospice services 
outside pge. It appears she may be eligible for hospice which would provide 
cost-effective, high quality, and appropriate care. I also noticed that there was 
no discharge care plan in place when the patient was admitted. Admitted. I am 
curious if there is a specific process in place for this type of patient to receive 
hospice services by transferring to a facility that is approved by CMS to 
provide hospice services. 


40. On January 31, 2024, LHH suspended Plaintiff, accused him of misconduct, 
suspended his access to Protected Health Information, and barred him from the hospital. 

41. On February 1, 2024, San Francisco Public Health Department Compliance Officer 
Garrett Chatfield, an attorney, scheduled an investigatory interview with Plaintiff for February 8, 
2024. 

42. Plaintiff responded asking for an earlier date, since he was no being paid during he 
suspension and needed to get back to work. The investigation was rescheduled for February 7. 

43. On February 7, 2024, Plaintiff met representative Chatfield and Rajesh Kaushik, 
Senior HR Analyst — Labor Relations, who told Plaintiff he was being investigated for accessing 
medical records of a particular patient (the same patient that he emailed about on January 30th, 
2024). 

44. Plaintiff responded by explaining it was his job to access medical records according 
to Utilization Management principles and the roles and responsibilities of a UM nurse. Plaintiff 
then described the process he used, which aligns with federal regulations and hospital policy. 
Plaintiff then explained that the goal of utilization management is to ensure proper allocation of 
resources by identifying and eliminating over-utilization, under-utilization, and the inefficient 
delivery of health care services. This is not feasible without access to patient records and health 
information. 


45. Plaintiff explained that the California Code of Regulations § 1820.210 states, “all 
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hospitals are required to comply with Federal requirements for utilization control in line with Title 


42.... (including) certification of need for care, evaluation and medical review, plans of care, and 


utilization review plan.” 


46. 


Plaintiff asked Chatfield if he had reviewed Plaintiff's roles and responsibilities and 


if he had interviewed Plaintiff's colleagues to better understand the Utilization Management 


process. Chatfield did not respond to Plaintiff's question and instead seemed upset, stating that he 


would conduct more investigation and provide feedback in 48 hours. Later on February 7, 2024, 


Plaintiff emailed Chatfield and Kaushik: 


Hi Garrett/Rajesh, I am writing to inform you that I have decided to seek legal 
assistance from an employment lawyer in response to an allegation of misconduct 
that has been brought against me. As you may be aware, my access to work has been 
suspended while the investigation is ongoing, and this has resulted in a significant 
loss of wages that has been very inconvenient for me. 


During the investigation meeting this morning, it was revealed that I am being 
investigated because I accessed the medical records of a particular patient. However, 
as an UM nurse at Laguna Honda Hospital, I am authorized to access all patient 
records as part of my responsibilities which include authorizations, discharges, and 
level of care review. When I reviewed the records, I did so with the intention of 
ensuring quality, cost efficiency, and compliance with utilization management 
operations. My actions did not violate any breach or disclose any PHI but were 
conducted as part of the payment and operations process. My aim was to ensure that 
healthcare services are administered in a manner that aligns with best practices and 
adheres to relevant regulations. I have copies of the LHH policy and procedure 
documents that outline the roles and purpose of UM nurses at the hospital, as well as 
emails that indicate that I have been assigned workloads related to this matter. 


Furthermore, I feel that I am being retaliated against for reporting 
inconsistencies/inaccuracies in the process at Laguna Honda. As a result of the 
investigation and administrative leave, I will also be seeking compensation for the 
loss of wages that I have incurred. 


47. On February 9, Plaintiff emailed Chatfield to inquire about the status of the 


investigation, but Chatfield did not respond. 


48. On February 13, Plaintiff followed up again. Still no response. 


49. On February 15, Plaintiff emailed Hospital Administrator Sandra Simon and Terry 


Dentoni:: 
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On January 31, I received notice of my suspension due to an allegation of 
misconduct that had been brought against me. A meeting was scheduled for 
February 7 to discuss the matter. Since the notification, I have not received any 
salary as I work on a Per Diem basis. During the investigation meeting, it was 
disclosed that I was being investigated for accessing the medical records of a 
particular patient. However, as a UM nurse at Laguna Honda Hospital, I am 
authorized to access all patient records as part of my responsibilities, which 
include authorizations, discharges, and level of care review. My review of the 
records was intended to ensure quality, cost efficiency, and compliance with 
utilization management operations. My actions did not breach any data privacy 
regulations nor did they disclose any protected health information, but were 
conducted as part of the payment and operations process. My goal was to 
ensure the administration of healthcare services in a manner that aligns with 
best practices and adheres to relevant regulations. I have copies of LHH policy 
and procedure documents that outline the roles and purpose of UM nurses at 
the hospital, as well as emails that indicate my assigned workload related to 
this matter. My union and I have been trying to follow up with the compliance 
and HR department about the status of the investigation, and we haven’t 
received any update for two weeks now. | 


50. Having received no response, on February 29, 2024, Plaintiff emailed the Compliance 
officer, HR, Director of Nursing, Chief Medical Officer, Chief of Quality, and the Assistant 
Administrator to follow up on the status of the investigation. Plaintiff demanded an update by 
March 8, or he would consider it a termination. 

51. On March 8, 2024, Plaintiff had not still not received any response to any of the 
emails he sent after the interview on February 7, 2024. 

52. On or about April 10, 2024 Plaintiff received a letter from the San Francisco 
Department of Public Health Human Resource Services, Office of Labor Relations, demanding 
another investigatory meeting on April 15 with Rajesh Kaushik. This meeting was to be 
rescheduled for May 3, 2024 but Plaintiff did not receive an invitation. 

53. At this time, June 3, Plaintiff has not worked for the City in almost four months and 
considers himself to have been constructively terminated. 

EXHAUSTION OF ADMINISTRATIVE REMEDIES 


54. Plaintiff timely filed a Government Tort Claim which was rejected by Defendant. 
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FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
RETALIATION HEALTH & SAFETY CODE §1278.5 
AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS 


55. Plaintiff hereby incorporates each and every allegation contained in the foregoing 
paragraphs as though fully set forth herein. 

56. Health and Safety Code Section 1278, et seq. protects employees of health care 
facilities from retaliation for reporting matter affecting patient safety. Health and Safety Code 
1278.5(b)(1)(A) states that no health care facility shall discriminate or retaliate against any person 
who has presented a grievance, complaint or report to the facility. See Fahlen v. Sutter Central 


Valley Hospitals (2012) 208 Cal. App. 4th 557. 


57. Defendants retaliated against Plaintiff for complaining and reporting patient safety 
issues. 

58. Defendants’ retaliation was a substantial motivating factor in causing Plaintiff s 
harm. 

59. As a direct, proximate, and foreseeable result of Defendants’ conduct, and/or Does 


1-50, and each of their, acts and/or failures to act, as alleged herein, Plaintiff has suffered and 
continues to suffer substantial losses in earnings and employment benefits, injury to his career and 
reputation, and extreme and enduring emotional distress including but not limited to humiliation, 
shock, embarrassment, fear, anxiety and discomfort, all of which amount to Plaintiff's damage 
which totals in excess of the minimum jurisdiction of this court, the precise amount to be proven at 
trial. 


WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays for judgment as more fully set forth below. 


SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 
RETALIATION IN VIOLATION OF LABOR CODE § 1102.5 
AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS 


60. Plaintiff hereby incorporates each and every allegation contained in the foregoing 
paragraphs as though fully set forth herein. 

61. At all relevant times, Labor Code section 1102.5 was in effect and binding on 
Defendants. Labor Code section 1102.5 provides, 
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An employer, or any person acting on behalf of the employer, shall not retaliate 
against an employee for disclosing information, or because the employer believes 
that the employee disclosed or may disclose information, to a government or law 
enforcement agency, to a person with authority over the employee or another 
employee who has the authority to investigate, discover, or correct the violation or 
noncompliance, or for providing information to, or testifying before, any public 
body conducting an investigation, hearing, or inquiry, if the employee has 
reasonable cause to believe that the information discloses a violation of state or 
federal statute, or a violation of or noncompliance with a local, state, or federal rule 
or regulation... 


62. Defendants wrongfully retaliated against Plaintiff, after Plaintiff complained about 
and/or would likely complain about and disclose information regarding violations of the Health & 
Safety Code by his managers. Defendants also believed that Plaintiff would complain and disclose 
information regarding Defendants’ violations of law to the government agencies with the authority 
to enforce. The retaliation Plaintiff suffered included, but is not limited to, termination and/or 
constructive termination. 

63. Plaintiff had reasonable cause to believe that Defendants’ actions violated California 
laws and regulations and that Defendants were not in compliance with those laws. Plaintiff s actual 
and/or potential disclosure of his concerns and complaints were a substantial, motivating, and 
contributing factor in Defendant’s decision to terminate or constructively terminate Plaintiff. 

64. As a proximate result of defendants’ willful, knowing, and intentional violations of 
Labor Code section 1102.5, Plaintiff has suffered general and special damages in sums according 
to proof. 

65. As a further proximate result of Defendants’ retaliatory actions against Plaintiff, as 
alleged above, Plaintiff has and continues to incur attorney’s fees and costs to enforce his rights, 
which Plaintiff will seek to recover pursuant to California Labor Code Section 1102.5(j), which 
authorizes a court to award reasonable attorneys fees to a plaintiff who brings a successful action 


under Section 1102.5. 


THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 
VIOLATIONS OF LABOR CODE § 98.6 
AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS 


66. Plaintiff hereby incorporates each and every allegation contained in the foregoing 
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paragraphs as though fully set forth herein. 

67. At all relevant times, Labor Code section 98.6 was in effect and binding on 
Defendants. Labor Code section 98.6 provides, in relevant part, “A person shall not discharge an 
employee or in any manner discriminate, retaliate, or take any adverse action against any employee 
or applicant for employment because the employee or applicant engaged in any conduct delineated 
in this chapter....” 

68. Plaintiff s objections to, complaints, and reports of Defendants’ violation of law led 
to his termination. Plaintiff s termination was in violation of Labor Code section 98.6. 

69. Plaintiffs attempts to exercise his rights were a substantial motivating factor in 
Defendants’ termination of her employment. 

70. As a direct, proximate, and foreseeable result of Defendants’ conduct, and/or Does 
1-50, and each of their, acts and/or failures to act, as alleged herein, Plaintiff has suffered and 
continues to suffer substantial losses in earnings and employment benefits, injury to her career and 
reputation, and extreme and enduring emotional distress including but not limited to humiliation, 
shock, embarrassment, fear, anxiety and discomfort, all of which amount to Plaintiff's damage 
which totals in excess of the minimum jurisdiction of this court, the precise amount to be proven at 
trial. 


WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays for judgment as more fully set forth below. 


PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff makes the following demand: 

(a) That process be issued and served as provided by law, requiring Defendants, and 
each of them, to appear and answer or face judgment; 

(b) For general, special, actual, compensatory, nominal damages, and/or liquidated 
damages, as against Defendants, and each of them, in an amount to be determined at trial; 

(c) For back pay and other benefits Plaintiff would have been afforded but-for 
Defendants, and each of their, unlawful conduct; 


(d) For statutory civil penalties; 
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(f) For declaratory relief, as against Defendants, and each of them, in an amount to be 


determined at trial; 
(g) For costs and expenses of this litigation; 


(h) For reasonable attorneys’ fees where appropriate; 


(i) For pre and post-judgment interest on all damages and other relief awarded herein 


from all entities against whom such relief may be properly awarded; and, 


(j) For all such other relief as this Court deems just and appropriate. 


Dated: July 30, 2024 Law Offices of Daniel Feder 


Danek Fidar 


DANIEL FEDER 
Attorneys for Plaintiff LLOYD AGOO 


PLAINTIFF DEMANDS TRIAL BY JURY 


Dated: July 30, 2024 Law Offices of Daniel Feder 


Danek Fidar 


DANIEL FEDER 
Attorneys for Plaintiff LLOYD AGOO 


14 
Plaintiff's Complaint for Damages 


